
Relay Services Center Data Request Instructions 

APPENDIX 1 

For TRS, STS, IP and VRS 

SECTION B Annual Recurring Variable Expenses 

1. Salaries and Benefits 
A Provide a detailed schedule of the number of employees - management and non-management, and the 
components of their compensation, mcluding salanes and benefits. The schedule should tie to the actual 
and projected demand for 2002 - 2005 
B Provide a detailed schedule of the occupancy and utillzation percentages used to develop the 
number of employees requued to meet call volumes. The schedule should he to the schedule requested in A 
above. 

SECTION C Annual Administrative Expenses 

2. Engineering 
Provide a detailed schedule of engineenng costs, separahng Research and Development from general 
engineenng, for 2002 - 2005. 

9. Other Corporate Overheads 
Provide a detailed schedule of the marketing and advertlsing expenses mcluded on t h ~ s  line for 2002 - 
2005 

SECTION D Annual DepreciatiodAmortizatinn Associated with Capital Investment 

2. Telecommunications Equipment 
Provide the trpe of depreciation used 

4. Other Capitalized 
Explain the depreciation expense noted on this line 

SECTION E Other TRS Expenses 

1. Taxes 
Provide a detailed schedule of the tax expenses included on thrs line for 2002 - 2005 

2. Other 
What percentage profit margin was used? 
Provide a detailed explanation of the application of the profit margin to the costs to amve at the total 
profit mcluded for 2002 - 2005 

3. Outreach 
Provide a detailed schedule of the outreach expenses included on t ins line for 2002 - 2005 

SECTION F Interstate Only Expenses 

2. OutreacWAdvertising 
Provide a detailed schedule Separahng outreach and advertlsmg expenses included on th~s lme for 
2002 - 2005 
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Center Name: 

Relay Services Center Data Request 
Please read the attached instructions carefully before completing the data request. 

I. ProvidedCenter Identification 

A. Service Provider/Administrator 

Provider. 
Contact Name Email ID. 
Address: 

Telephone Fax: 
CitylState: zip. 

B. Center Location 

Contact Name. Email ID: 
Address. 

Telephone: Fax: 
CitylState. zip: 

C. Data Request Response 

Contact Name: Email ID: 
Telephone: Fax: 

D. To assist NECA in data analysis, please summanze any semce changes/activitied 
improvements since the 2003 filing, or planned for 200412005, that causedlmay cause 
substantial changes in cost and/or demand data. Examples: addition of a state; loss of a state 
contract; increase in volumes due to specific outreach program; call volume decrease due to 
use of internet or other non-TRS technology; decrease in minutes due to new, bme samng 
technology, changes in volumes due to abnormal weather conditions; etc. Include any 
charactenstics unique to a center (center may be in a high/low cost area; partial volunteer or 
part time staffing) or changes in the relay services marketplace as a whole. 

-NECA PROPRIETARY- 
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Center Name: 

Relay Services Center Data Request 

If addihonal space is requlred in respondmg to this sechon, please make copies of t h s  page 
E. Other Center Information 

1. Current Contract and Funding Information for stateslentities served bv this center - 
StateIEntity. 
Contract Dates From. To: 
Per TRS Minute Contract Rate. Completediconversatinn: -Totallsession - 
Per IP Minute Contract Rate Completedkonversahon. - Totallsession- 
Per STS Mmute Contract Rate Completedconversahon. -Totallsession- 
Per VRS Mmute Contract Rate Completedconversahon -Totallsessinn.- 
Are there any costs for interstate TRS or STS mnutes, or all IP or VRS nnnutes currently bemg 
recovered by a means other than the TRS Fund? Yes- No- 
If yes, please indicate other source of recovery. 

2. Current Contract and Funding Information for stateslentities sewed by this center 

Contract Dates From To 
Per TRS Minute Contract Rate. Completedkonvenahon -Totallsession 
Per IP Minute Contract Rate, Completedconversahon: =Totallsession.= 
Per STS Mmute Contract Rate: Completedkonversahon: -Totallsession:- 
Per VRS Mmute Contract Rate Completedconversahon. -Totallsession- 
Are there any costs for mterstate TRS or STS mnutes, or all IP or VRS nnnutes currently bemg 
recovered by a means other than the TRS Fund? Yes- No- 
If yes, please indicate other source of recovery. 

3. Current Contract and Funding Information for stateslentities served by this center 

_. 1 0 :  
~ 

Completed conversahon. -Total session'- 
Completed conversation: - Total session __ 

- 
StateiEnhty ~~~ 

Contract Dates From 
Per TRS Minute Contract Rate. 
Per IP Minute Contract Rate 
Per STS Minute Contract Rate, CoI&eted/conversahon -Totallsession.- 
Per VRS Minute Contract Rate, Completedkonversahon: TotaVsess ion: -  
Are there any costs for mterstate TRS or STS nnnutes, or all IP or VRS nunUtes currently bemg 
recovered by a means other than the TRS Fund? Yes- No- 
If yes, please indicate other source of recovery 

4. Current Contract and Funding Information for statedentities sewed by this center 
StateiEnhty 
Contract Dates From To. 
Per TRS Mmute Contract Rate. Completedkonversahon -Totallsession:- 
Per IP Mmute Contract Rate. Completedlconversahon: - Totallsession:- 
Per STS Mmute Contract Rate: Completedconversahon -Totallsession- 
Per VRS Mmute Contract Rate: Completedkonversahon: -Totallsession:- 
Are there any costs for interstate TRS or STS mnutes, or all IP or VRS nnnutes currently bemg 
recovered by a means other than the TRS Fund? Yes- No- 
If yes, please indicate other source of recovery 

-NECA PROPRIETARY- 
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Relay Services Center Data Request 

I 2005 Projected 
~ ~ ~~ ~~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~ 

2004 Projected I 
~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ 

2003 Annualized I 111. ~~ Total Speech to Speech ~~~ ~~~~ Expense Data 2002 Actuals 



i 
! '  , 

I '  
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Relay Services Center Data Request 

VI. Annual TRS Demand Data 

A English Minutes 

1. Traditional Telecommunications Relay Service (TRS) Conversation Minutes 

2. Internet Protocol (IP) Conversation Minuter 

3. Speech To Speech (STS) Conversation Minutes 

4. Video Relay Service (VRS) Conversation Minutes - Non-Internet Access 

5. Video Relay Service (VRS) Convrrsation Minutes - Internet Access 

U0903 Cdr pg 7 Eng minutes XIS -NECA PROPRIETARY- 7 



Minutes 

1 h . 1  
2. Intrastate MTS 

2. Internet Protocol (IP) Conversabon Minutes 

2002 Actusls 2003 Annualized 2004 Projected 2005 Pmjrctrd 
Actuals 

I Minutes [ 2002 Actuals I 2003 Annualized I 2004 Projected I 2005 Pro]ccted 1 
Actuals 

1. Local, Intra & 1oterstete 
2. lotcm~t ioaal  MTS 
3. Tall F m  
4. 900 Sclvlce 
5. General AUIS~PIIPC (GA) 
Total IP Minutu 

I Minutes I 2002 Plctvsls I 2003 A n n u s l i r d  I 2004 Projected I 2005 Proiected i 

4. Video Relay Service (VRS) Conversation Minutn - Nom-Internet Access 

I Minutes I 2002 Artuals 1 2003 Annualized I 2004 Projected I 2005 Projected I 

5. Video Relay Service (VRS) Conv rmt ion  Minutes - l na rnc t  Access 

U0903 cdr pg 8 Span minutes XIS -NECA PROPRIETARY 8 



Center Name: 

Relay Services Center Data Request 
VII. Certification 

I hereby certify that I have overall responsibility for the preparation of accounting data for 

(TRS, STS, IP andor VRS PROVIDER) 
and that I am authonzed to execute this certification. Based upon my personal knowledge andor 
information provided to me by employees or agents responsible for the preparation of data 
submitted herein, I hereby certify that the data has been examined and reviewed and is true and 
correct, and complete. 

Date: 

Signature: 

Name: 

Title: 

Providers with multiple centers may sign just one Certifcation and should list the centers 
covered by the Certification in the following space. 

U0903 edr pg 9 eert.doc 
-NECA PROPRIETARY- 

9 



Relay Services Center Data Request 

I 2005 Projected 
~- ~ 2004 Projected ~ ~~~~ ~~ 

~ 2003 Annualized 
-~ 

2002 Actuals ~. ~~~ ~~ ~ ~ - 
1I.A. ~~ Total Captioned ~ ~ Tel. VCO Expense Data 1 

4. m*r.xp.ns* 1 
ISubtotal I 0 0 0 0 

Total Captioned Telephone VCO Expense I I 0 0 0 0 

(Will not be included in 2004 - 2005 rate development.) I I ActuaIs I I 
$ Rant I I I -  ~~~ ~ I I . Annual Recurnng FIxedlSemi-Variable Expenses 

~~~~~~~ - -p~-~ ~ ~ -~ ~ 

I 

VI203 cdr pg 3A Captioned Telephone VCO setvice XIS -NECA PROPRIETARY- 3A 



Relay Services Center  Data Request 

VI. Annual TRS Demand Data 

A English Minutes 

Minutes 2W2 Actual, 2003 4onualtred 2004 Projected 2wS Projected 
ACf".l. 

I I I 
I I 

I 1 

I I I I 
I I 
I I 1 

6. 9W Saniee I I I I 
7 General Auulmee IGA) I I I 
Tats1 Cso. Id. VCO Minutes I 

V1203 cdr pg 7 En9 mnules XIS ~HECA PROPRIETbRY- 7 
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INTERSTATE TRS ADV 
NAME I REPRESENTINCnERM 

Warren Barnett, Chair I Hearinglspeech disability 
President, Bamett &Company 
Jorge Bauermeister 
Commissioner, Puerto Rico 
Telecommunications Regulatory Bodrd 
Ed Bosson 
Relay Texas Administrator 
Public Utility Commission 
Clayton Bowen 
Business Manager, Virginia Dept for 
the Deaf and Hard of Heanng 
Phil Erli 
Gen Mgr , Ringgold Telephone Co 
Lowell C. Johnson 
Commissioner 
Nebraska Public Service Commission 
Paul Ludwick, Vice Chair 
TRS Product Manager 
Spnnt 
Pamela Ransom, Sect'y 
Pres., Common Ground Solutions, Inc 
Gail Sanchez 
TRS Product Manager, AT&T 

community, 4/04-3108 
State regulatory 
8/03 - 7/07 

State regulatory- 
relay administration 
4/03 - 3/07 
State regulatory - 
relay administration 
4104-3/08 
Interstate service providers 
4/02 - 3/06 
State regulatory 
4/01 - 3/05 

TRS providers 
4/03 - 3/07 

TRS users 
4/02 - 3/06 
Interstate service providers 
8/03 - 7/07 

Sonny Access Consultin 4/03 - 3/07 

Dixie Zieder 

253 Ave Altenal Hostos 
Capitol Ctr North Twr. Ste 1001 

787-754-7170 
787-765-4968 fax 

SORY COUNCIL MEMBERSHIP LIST 
ADDRESS I TEL. & FAX NOS. 

430 Chestnut Street, Ste 102 1 423-756-0125, X 3002 

Richmond, VA 23229-5012 

7449 Nashville Street 
Ringgold, Georgia 30736 
300 The Atnum 
1200 N Street 
Lincoln, NE 68508 
6666 West I IOIh  Street 
Mail Stop: KSOPKGOI I 1  
Overland Park, KS 6621 1 
71 I S Boulevard, Ste. 5 
Oak Park, IL 60302 
222 West Adams, Rm 12EV14 
Chicago, IL 60606-5307 

804-662-97 I8 fax 

706-965- 1253 
706-965-2906 
402-47 1-3 101 
402-471-0233 fax 

91 3-661-8927 
913-661-8950 fax 

708-660-9417 
708-660-9418 fax 
312-230-5033 
312-230-8678 tty 

San Juan.PR00918-1453 
1701 N Conmess Avenue I 512-936-7000 

- 
Director of Relay, Hamilton Relay Svc. 
Vacant 

NECA STAFF 
John Ricker 
Director, Universal Svc Support Prog 
Maripat Brenuan 
Manager -Fund Administration 

P O  aOx 13G6 1 512-936-7147 ttv 

4/02-5/06 
Heannglspeech disability 
community, /04 - I08 
TRS Fund Administrator 
July 26, 1999 -July 25,2003 
Extended 7/03 on a month-to- 
month basis 

Austin, TX 7871 1-3326 
1602 Rollins Hills Drive #203 

I 5 12-936-7003 fax 
I 804-662-9704 v&ttv 

I 312-230-8615 fax 
I 800-735-2258 10910 Brewer House Road 

Rockville, MD 20852-3463 
1036 Commons h v e  

I 301-770-7555 tty&fax 
I 9 16-641-8009(H) 

Sacramento, CA 95825 
1001 Twelfth Street I 402-694-5101 

I 916-641-8006(H) fax 

Aurora, NE 688 I8 I 402-694-5037 fax 

Whippany, N1 07981 
Room S 2063 973-884-8085 

Room S 2082 973-884-8063 

pclli~l ciitt con1 

pad  ludwick(u~iwil sprint w in  

W0404 TRS Council Members doc 
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Interstate TRS Advisorv Council 

Council Members 
Warren Bamen 
Ed Bosson 
Clayton Bowen 
P h l  Erli 
Lowell Johnson 
Anne LaLena 
Pml  I ,,rl",,rk 

Representing 
Deaf and Hard of Heanng Commmty 
State Relay Adrrrrmstrators 
State Relay Administrators 
Service Providers 
State Regulatory 
Service Providers 
T R Q  P~nvirl.-rr 

Steve Mecham I State Regulatory 
Pam Ransom I TRS Users 

Convene 
Warren Barnett, Council Chair, convened the meeMg around 8.35 a.m Mr. Barnett asked council members and 
meeting attendees to introduce themselves, and then reviewed the Council's communications rules. 

Agenda 
The agenda was moved for approval by Paul Ludmck and seconded by Lowell Johnson. It was approved as 
presented 

L o w U  Johnson 
Anne LaLena 

Pad Ludwick, MEe-Chir 
Stephen Mecham 
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October 3,2002 Meeting Minutes 
Pam Ransom moved for approval of the mmutes; Judy Viera seconded. The mmutes were approved 

Fall 2003 Meeting 
Discussion on the fall meeting location was moved to t h s  pomt on the agenda from the afternoon session. The Fall 
Council meeting was proposed to be held III coqunction with the National Associahon of State Relay 
Adrmmstration (NASRA) meeting ln Albuquerque, NM, on Thursday, September 4”. Anne LaLena moved to 
accept the proposal, Judy Viera seconded. The motion was approved 

Universal Service Fund Contribution Base Proceeding 
Th~s agenda item was also moved to the mornmg from the afternoon session John kcker  reported on the 
importance of t h s  proceedmg to the TRS Fund NECA filed comments in the proceedmg nohng that TRS billmg is 
an annual process and that compames with a contnbuhon requuement of $1,200 or more have the ophon of payng 
monthly Universal Service Fund billing is a monthly process. NECA’s comments suggested that, regardless of 
what the FCC chooses as a contnbution base, TRS should still bill on an annual basis because it is much more cost 
effective 

FCC Update 
Tom Chandler began h s  update noting that he could not talk about all of the intereshng TRS issues because they are 
currently pendmg at the FCC The Disability Rights Office (DRO) has eight attorneys and five staff people. TRS is 
the largest single piece of work the DRO handles TRS is challenging nght now because as technology evolves, 
new situations arise that don’t fit the original statutory and regulatory schemes IP and VRS are examples of this 

When TRS regulations were first enacted, the responsibility for providmg TRS was placed on the common camers 
And, at the time, all calls were camed on telephone lmes and it was easy to d e t e r n e  mtrastate and interstate calls. 
Research on the original House report makes clear, however, that states should have pnmary Junsdichon over 
regulatlng the provision of TRS, and the FCC residual authonty Although camers have the responsibility, FCC 
regulations require state programs to certify rather than TRS providers. 

The notion of “competition” in TRS is an interesting one For providers, it’s competing for business, but for 
consumers, it’s choice and better options, better service, etc. In various FCC TRS orders, muhvendomg in state 
programs is menhoned and encouraged because of the benefits that could accrue to consumers. 

Cost recovery was quite clear - states pay for mtrastate calls, mterstate fund pays for mterstate nunutes - unhl VRS 
and IP came along. The FCC decided that the mterstate TRS Fund should pay for all VRS nunutes because of the 
desire to spur the use of new technology IP nunutes are all reimbursed from the fund because it is not possible to 
d e t e r n e  where the call is placed from Wueless calls also cause a problem for the same reason The Comrmssion 
is currently studymg cost recovery methods for all of these situations 

Another issue the FCC is grapplmg w ~ t h  is the non-telephone compames that want to provide just VRS If you look 
at the ADA as an anhdiscnnunahon statute r equmg telephone compames to serve persons wlth disabilihes just as 
they serve people without disabilities, it’s hard to know what to do with companies that just want to offer VRS and 
don’t fit the regulations. 

Abuse of IP relay is also bemg addressed by the Comrmssion. How to balance the ahuse with fust amendment 
nghts comes into play here. 

Mr Chandler ended sayng that the DRO staff is comrmtted to domg the best they can so providers know what is 
expected of them and the states and, more unportantly, that consumers get an efficient, user-fnendly service that 
keeps up with techrucal developments. 

In response to a question about when the next TRS order would be released, MI. Chandler said the fmt half of 2003. 

AI Sonnenstrahl commented on two thmgs. that clear defmhons of compehhon and consumer for TRS need to be 
developed, and that the enhre Deaf commun~ty should not he prohibited from makmg mtemahonal calls on IP 

Wanen Barnett, Chair LowU Johnson Pamela Ransom, Secmmry 
Ed Bosson Anne LaLena Al/rrd Sonnrnrlmhl 
Cl#zflO” Bone” Paul Ludwick. Kce-Chair Judilh Wcm 
Luis Eslmlln Slephcn Mechm Dirk Z&kr 
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because a few people were abusing the system MI Chandler answered that he hoped the prohhihon on 
intematlonal calls would be short term, and that the C o m s s i o n  may not have a context in whxh to address 
competition issues because it doesn’t duectly come up. That said, MI Chandler mll take hack the idea that more 
care needs to he taken m the use of certam words 

Cheryl King spoke next, on the rulemalung the DRO was currently working on Ms. King was confident that the 
next Order addresslng improved TRS technology would be released 2403. In the March 2000 Order and Further 
Notice of Proposed Rulemalung (FNPRM) m TRS, the FCC requested comments on increasmg the types of calls 
through TRS facilities, emergency call handlmg, a separate Speech-to-Speech telephone number and several other 
items Ms King appreciated the comments and reply comments received m th~s FNPRM, nohng how important It IS 

to get feedback from the public m these proceedmgs 

Ms Kmg noted that the IP Reconsiderahon Order was released m March 2003 and was recently published m the 
Federal Register Comments may now be filed. Waivers associated mth IP Relay are all set to expue on January 1, 
2008 for adrmmstrative efficiency. 

Ms Viera asked if any IP providers were bandlmg HCO calls. Ms Kmg noted there had been no complamts 
regardmg that MI Bamett asked if there was a cemficatlon procedure for providers Ms. Kmg responded that the 
FCC rules provide for state certification 

Pam Gregory then spoke on the state program recemfication. Ms. Gregory complimented another DRO member, 
Erica Meyers, who was leading the certification effort Dunng the fust review, a group of people went over the state 
applications with a fine toothed-comb A second review was performed, w t h  each application bemg reviewed by a 
different person than who had reviewed the applications the fust go-round. Ms. Gregory performed the h d  review 
of all the appllcahous and felt things were in good shape The FCC would soon he sendmg out requests for 
additlonal information 

One group of states demonstrated that they met the rules and deserved cemficahon. With the second group, there 
were some issues, like camer of choice, a contact name for complaints, or notificanon of a substanhve change. The 
third group needed more help, they didn’t address certain things m theu applications 

Ms Brennan noted that states nnght not report substanhve changes because the state is not paytng for the service, 
like IP Relay or VRS. Ms. Gregory agreed that was somehmes the case but believed the states provided the best 
oversight and control of services they paid for and oversight of IP and VRS was difficult. 

Ed Bosson talked about camer of choice m Texas. Whle carners may cooperate, they nnght not want to work w t h  
the TRS provider MI Bosson asked If the states should be given more authonty for camer of choice Ms Gregory 
responded that was still an issue. 

AI Sonneustrahl noted that Pam Ransom and Karen Peltz-Strauss were the only two people who reviewed the state 
certificahon apphcahons in 1993 and complimented the FCC on the number of staff now available for the project 

Judy Viera noted that the person listed for Califoma complamts was unknown to the commumty. Ms. Gregory 
recounted some of her expenences calling all the state contact people and what she has done to resolve the problems 
she found 

Paul Ludwick raised the issue of new VRS providers contractmg with a state so that they are covered by the state 
cemfication and able to be reunbursed from the mterstate fund but the state is not overseeing the service Since it is 
not fiscally responsible FCC staff agreed tlus was an issue that was being addressed but there was no final 
resolution in sight MI Ludmck said that the states think that by signing the contract, they’re increasing 
competition but they don’t understand there’s a responsibility that goes with it. h4r. Ludwick asked if the FCC was 
gomg to advise the states of that responsibility Ms. Kmg noted the need for these types of issues to be raised to the 
Comnnssion as part of a tule makmg procedure so they can be analyzed and responded to. 

Mr Bamett then called for a 20-nnnute break 

Wnrren B m m ,  Chair LoweU Johnson Pamela Ranioat, Secrehuy 
Anne LaLena Arfrcd Sonnmstrahl Ed Boson 

Luis ErIwUa SIephen Mecham Dirio Zie&r 
BOW” Paul Luduzck, MccChnb Judith We- ’ 
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MI Barnett reconvened the meehng. 

Ms. Viera asked about the status of CapTel MI. Chandler noted that the decision is in the works, through probably 
not the fust half of the year Ms Viera asked if it was too late to file comments MI Chandler thought the penod 
was closed but the comments could be filed anyway 

MI. Sonnenstrabl asked the FCC to get NARUC more involved with relay servlces. Ms Gregory said that could be 
sensitive because the NARUC is a state group that doesn’t want the FCC setting their agenda Mr. Sonnenstrahl also 
asked if VRS funding was going to expue on December 3 1. MI Chandler responded it was not going to end on that 
date Steve Mecham a NARUC member, suggested the Council could work through Lowell Johnson or hmself as 
liaison to NARUC. 

NECA Staff Reports 

Maripat Brennan announced the new NECA website and provided mstruchons on how to access the TRS 
informahon that was newly available there 

Ms Brennan then reported on the status of the fund as of March 30,2003, reviewmg the contnbuhons to and 
payments disbursed from the fund shown on the report distnbuted to the Council TRS nnnutes conhnued to 
decrease but IP Relay nnnutes were growing in leaps and bounds, much lngher growth than anticipated by the 
providers m 2002. VRS was also growmg sigmficantly 

After a discussion on a table on the status report that showed the month’s payments, it was decided to identify a 
particular row as the number of providers paid and not just the number of providers. There was addihonal 
discussion on the table - about the number of providers bemg paid for certam types of services. Not all providers 
are paid for all services - some providers do not offer all types of relay service. 

Ms Brennan noted that, although the funding penod ~ l l s  from July through June, the July - June nnnutes are 
reimbursed from September - August because of the lag time between handlmg the nnnutes, reporhng them and 
paying for them Although on the March 30” report, there was a balance of $22 nnllion projected for the end of 
June, there was shll a responsibility to pay for May and June nnnutes If the fund were to cease exlstence as of June 
30. 2003, after payng for May and June nnnutes, there would be a balance of about $2 nnllion. 

Ms Brennan then reviewed an update to the March 30* report that mcluded Apnl payments New IP providers are 
entenng the market The June fund balance projechon was around $14 nnllion. Ifthe fund were to cease existence 
as of June 30, 2003, May nnnutes would be paid but there would not be enough money left III the fund for June’s 
reimbursement However, since the fund wlll continue, this is not an issue 

MI Ludwick asked if NECA wanted the Council to do somethmg about the under-funding Ms Brennan replied 
that with the addihon of the 10% safety margin and a posihve approach to growth and nnnutes for the 2003 - 2004 
funding penod NECA believes the fund is covered for the last two months of 2002 - 2003. Ms. Brennan noted 
that, while m the past there was a balance left from the previous fundmg penod used to reduce the fund requuement, 
there would not be a positive balance th~s year. 

Ms Brennan then began a review of the draft May 2003 fund slze, reimbursement rates and contnbuhon factor 
filing, startmg wlth a lnstory of these items from the start of the fund m 1993. She cauhoned that this was the 
proposed filing and nothing was final until the FCC’s order was released Usmg Exhibit 4, Ms. Brennan reviewed 
the development of the projected rates, nnnutes and $1 15 4 nnllion fund slze. 

Ms Brennan descnbed the difficulty III developmg a toll-free and 900 m u t e  allocation factor because of the 
decrease m tradihonal TRS nnnutes where mtrastate and mterstate can be idenhfied, and the mcrease m IP nnnutes 
were the junsdichon is unknown. The 2003 filmg proposes to freeze the factor at 5 1% allocated to the IIIteIState 
fund, the same factor as 2002 - 2003 

Ms Brennan also noted differences in forecashng between tradmonal TRS and STS and IP and VRS. Tradihonal 
TRS and STS are tied to state contracts - forecastmg is more accurate because of the lnstoncal data available for the 

W a m n  Bcrrea, Chair LowU Johnson Pam& Ransom, Secmary 
Ed Borssn Anne LaLena Alfred Sonncnmmtzhl 
Clopion Bowen Paul Ldwack, Mcr-Chair Judith Vim 
Luis EslmUm Stephen Mechsm Dixie Z i i h  
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states IP and VRS are offered nahonally on a m u t e  by mmute competitive basis. Provider forecasts overlap to a 
certam extent so it's necessary to balance histoncal data with the provider forecasts. 

Because the hme was approaclnng the lunch hour, Ms BreMan concluded her mormng remarks w t h  a report that 
there was no news in the Publix Relay fraud case The Council then broke for lunch. 

MI Barnett reconvened the meeting after lunch. Ms Brennan continued her presentahon explainrng how the 
mterstate traditional TRS and all IP relay mnute rate was developed Internahonal IP m u t e s  were not mcluded m 
the calculation because of the FCC's decision not to reimburse for them. Mr. Ludwick commented that even if the 
international mnutes were removed from the CalCulahOn, the fixed costs for those m u t e s  should be included 
because they will shll exist Only the vanable costs should be removed 

STS is bemg provided from 20 centers by five providers. The proposed rate is $2 445, down from the current $4 

For VRS, Ms. Brennan noted that there is concern at the FCC about the current $17 per mnute reimbursement rate 
NECA collects and analyzes the provider data, and queshons the providers about the data when necessary, but 
normally accepts what the providers submt because the projechons are from tbeu busmess plans for the penod. 
However, m analyzing the data, we noted that profit margms ranged as Ingh as 20%. To level the playing field and 
try to control VRS costs, NECA made a decision that 10% mght be a legitimate profit margm to add on top of the 
costs. The proposed rate reflected that 10% margin for each company. The costs provided for VRS for thrs penod 
were a m x  of provider andior subcontractor costs The rate developed usmg tIns methodology was around $12 per 
minute 

A long discussion on VRS followed Mr Ludwick noted that no one could tell us when fundmg for VRS wlll stop 
and that makes it mpossible for you to spread your mvestment out Th~s makes it a nsky situatlon and people who 
get involved m nsky SihIahonS are enhtled to more profit. MI. Bamett asked MI. Ludwck if the FCC gave an order, 
would the rates go down, Mr Ludwick answered that if you could capitalrze the mvestment over ten years, the cost 
would go down Mr Bosson believes that the cost of interpreters is b e g w g  to climb because of the compehhon 
with VRS. 

Ms Ransom asked about profit margins for the other relay services. Ms. Brennan responded that prowders are able 
to include the profit margms in Section E of the center data request form but there is no specific amount that may be 
reported 

Mr Barnett noted that VRS has hgh equipment and labor costs and low efficiency Mr. Ludwick returned to Ins 
issue that the 10% margin on Sprmt's and its subcontractor's costs meant they were splitting the 10% profit, and that 
calculating the VRS rate the way NECA did was different from how the other services' rates were calculated Ms. 
BreMan responded to a queshon about usmg the tradihonal methodology to develop the VRS rate - the rate would 
be around $15 per m u t e  Mr Ludwick feels that the same methodology needs to be used or, if there is a need to 
specify an acceptable profit marg4  the companies should be nohfied. 

Ms LaLena commented that semng a parhcular profit figure was not a decision that should come before the 
Council. She believed m consistent calculahons for all semces After more discussion, MI. Ludwck moved that 
we calculate the rates for video relay services for the years 2003 and 2004 base on the cost data subnntted by the 
providers m the same manner as the rate is d e t e m e d  for the other products that we set reimbursement rates for 
Mr Bosson seconded. The mohon carned. 

Ms Brennan noted that the increase m the VRS rate would mcrease the fund slze to $121 nnllion. 

MI. Ludwck rehnned to the issue of fixed and vanable costs wlth IP Relay m u t e s .  Because the number of 
mtemahonal mnutes was relahvely small and there was not enough hme to determine the vanable costs for the 
mternahonal nnnutes before the filmg, the decision was made to leave all the costs in when the rmautes were 
removed. 

Warren Barnen, Chaw LowU Johnson Pamela Ransom, SecreIaIy 
Ed Bosson Anne LaLena AlJred Sonnenstrahl 
clayto" Bown Paul Ludwid, Me-Club Judirh Mm 
Luu Ermlla Slrphen Mecham Dine Ziegler 
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Ms. Brennan then explained how the TRS and IP nunute growth rates were developed. Based on hstoncal trends, 
TRS is decluung Using history since nud-2002 and providers’ projections, IP mmutes will grow significantly for 
2003 - 2004. 

MI Bamett excused lumself to catch a flight. MI Ludwick took over as char  for the rest of the meehng 

For STS, there is slow growth The same growth rate used for2002 - 2003 was used for 2003 - 2004 VRS has 
grown steadily during 2002. For the 2003 - 2004 forecast, actual data and the providers’ projections were combined 
to develop the projection. 

Ms Viera made a motion to accept the NECA filing with the changes with the approximate factor of ,00164 Ms 
LaLena seconded The motion was approved 

MI kcker  menhoned that, before the FCC left, they asked NECA to meet with them shortly after the filing and then 
agam after they have had a chance to digest it NECA will do that The filmg will go through a regular comments 
cycle. 

New/Old Business 

Pam Ransom noted that, based on the FCC report, thls would be a good tune, as mdividuals, to comment on the need 
for outreach Ms Viera said that California consumers are very concerned about the lack of outreach and that she 
felt the STS volumes were dismal. Ms Viera through it was necessary to keep outreach on the front burner at the 
FCC 

Ed Bosson said that he has explained to his Texas email alert group how to file a complaint wth  the FCC. He has 
heard from several of these people that they get no response after subnuthng ther  complaints Ed wanted the FCC 
to be aware of t h s  and requested they at least acknowledge receiving the complaint. 

AI Sonnenstrahl thinks outreach could help solve a problem that he’s having. When requued to enter a telephone 
number, whether on the Internet or via telephone or TTY, there is only enough room for a regular telephone number 
If he enters his TTY number, he will not be able to answer if he’s called directly by a hearmg person, but there is not 
enough space to lnclude 7-1-1 and the number It would be helpful to have an indicator that the telephone number is 
a TTY number and then the caller would call via relay MI Sonnenstrahl thnks outreach could help resolve tlns. 

Paul Ludwck asked Ms. Brennan what the FCC was domg wth  the meless  pehtion (subnutted July 2002). No 
current information was available. 

MI Ludwick asked for comments from the audience. Julie Muon thanked Ms Brennan for her help wth  the recent 
audit. 

George Lyon believes that the VRS growth rate may be too low, judglng by the monthly mcreases and new 
providers conung m Ms Brennan responded that we took both hstoncal growth, the new providers, and the 
providers’ projections mto account. There could be additional growth and the IO percent safety margm should cover 
it MI. Lyon is concerned that the growth will be substantially higher and the company he represents hasn’t begun 
marketlng yet Ms Brennan advised that comments regarding the growth rate could be filed wth  the FCC once the 
comments cycle b e g m  

Julie Muon asked if there was substanhal growth, could the rate be adlusted. Ms. Brennan said that rates had 
changed witlun the funding penod before 

Ken Levy mentioned a Conversahon with Tom Chandler and Cheryl L n g  about the tenth anmvenary of interstate 
TRS and the fund, and the possibility of a celebrahon. NECA will keep the Council mformed. 

Ms. Brennan noted that NECA’s term as TRS Fund Admmistrator was due to expue on July 25,2003. The FCC is 
expected to issue a Request for Proposal ln late 3403 or 4403 



Mr. Ludwck thanked Steve Mecham who was leaving the Council, for hs achve parhcipahon. 

Adjourn 

The meetmg was adjourned at 3 00 PM 

Respectfully submtted, 
Pam Ransom 
Secretary 

By Manpat Brmnan, NECA 

Approved by Council at their September 4.2003 rneettng 
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Ms Viera expressed the consumers’ interest in budgeting for a national outreach program Ms King noted that the FCC IS 

shll concerned about the legality of the FCC duecMg a nahonal outreach campaign funded by camers A lengthy 
discussion followed on the subject Ms King advised the audience to subrmt comments on the issue m response to the 
NPRM m order to create a public record. 

Ms. Kmg was asked how the situahon with the 2003-2004 VRS rate could be prevented m the future - the proposed rate 
was not the rate that was approved in the June 30,2003 FCC fund order She responded that the proposed rates wll he 
reviewed m more detail before subrmssion to the FCC 

Brenda Kelly Frey asked a queshon about standards mcluded m the June 17,2003 order Mr Ludwick asked for that 
quesnon to be addressed at the NASRA meeting rather than the Council meeting 

Additional discussion occurred on outreach MI Ludwick closed th~s porhon of the meeting with a request for comments 
on the topic so that they may be placed on the public record. MI Ludwck then announced a 15-rmnute break 

MI Ludwick brought the meeMg back to order, to discuss the FCC decision on the VRS rate - the topic MI Sonnenstrahl 
had requested be placed on the agenda 

Mr Sonnenstrahl raised the issue of how to ensure that there are no surpnses concernmg the reimbursement rates when the 
funding order is released m June Mr Ricker responded that NECA has taken proachve steps w t h  the FCC to ensure t h s  
doesn’t happen again. NECA will collect more specific cost data and wll requuejushficahon for what the providers are 
domg and why. NECA will spend more hme scmhbmg the data received pnor to suhrmmng it to the FCC NECA wll do 
all it can to avoid a recurrence of what happened m June 2003. 

In response to a question from Mr Bosson about NECA’s analysis of the data, MI. Ricker noted that, since traditional TRS 
costs were related to a competitive bid contract on the state side, NECA knew that the costs that were bemg subrmned had a 
relahonshp to the bid pnce. With VRS, there are no state contracts The FCC has asked NECA to dig deeply mto the 
providers’ costs so that the FCC has more confidence in the expenses Mr Bosson expressed the concern of state 
admmstrators that they want the VRS costs to be reasonable, especially if the states have to pick up the VRS tab m the 
future 

Public Comments 
MI Ludwck opened the floor to comments at this pomt since some NASRA members were not gomg to be able to reJom 
the meetmg after lunch. 

Ms Stewart asked if there was oversight of VRS pnor to the reimbursement of vendors MI. Ludwick replied that 
oversight was not the Council’s responsibility. Ms King noted that NECA has procedures for reimbursement and the FCC 
is working with the adnumaator to have more mtense oversight of that reimbursement. 

In response to a question from Ms Viera on provider audits, MI bcker  explained that each provider is audited every three 
years T h s  year, additional audit work on VRS was performed. Gail Sanchez asked Mr. bcker  to clarify NECA’s and the 
Council’s role regarding service quality. MI Ricker responded that the administrator proposes compensation levels for the 
providers, collects the carriers’ contributions, pays the providers, and analyzes the provider data for accuracy. The Council 
assures that the adrmmstrator is dong theujoh MI Ludwick added that the Council addresses financial issues associated 
with relay service 

Ron Obray, Hands On VRS, asked who ulhmately has the responsibility to de temne what functional equivalency to dial 
tone means to the deaf consumer Mr Ohray is concerned with not bemg able to improve hs VRS Service at a 
reimbursement rate of $7 75 and not bemg able to provide tlue funchonal equivalency Julie Muon agreed w t h  MI. Obray. 
Ms Muon went on to ask if the FCC is considenng a three-month intenm to give providers tune to adjust to the $7.75 Ms. 
Kmg said she would get back to Ms. Muon on that 

Spring 2004 Meeting 

MI Johnson moved that the spring meeting be held in Washington, DC, at the same hotel where it’s been held the p a t  few 
years MI. Erli seconded The mohon was approved. The meehng wll be held on Tuesday, Apnl20.2004. 

W a r n  Bwnea, Choir Luis EstmUa CadSanchez 
Jorgr 6oucmc1sIcr LowU Johnsor, A l f d  Sonnenrfrnhl 
Ed Borron Pan1 Ludwick, We-Choir Judith Wcm 
Clayton 60-n Pam& Ransom, Seerefury Dixie Ziqler 
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NECA Staff Reports 

Manpat Brennan first reviewed the package of handouts with the Council and the audience, mcluding an overview of the 
fund, the Council member list, the agreement extending NECA as the adrmmstrator on a month-to-month basis, the fund 
status reports, the annual data collecnon forms, and an update on changes to the collechon procedures She also r e m d e d  
the attendees to check out the TRS pages on the NECA wehsite 

Ms Brennan reviewed the monthly status report and spreadsheet, explained the different entnes and noted a fund balance 
of $18 7 rmllion She explained how the filing is submtted in May, the FCC order is released m June, and the carners are 
billed ln July Ms Brennan noted the movement of nnnutes from tradihonal TRS to IF', and the growth of IF' and VRS 
Eight TRS providers, five STS providers, four IP providers and five VRS providers - a total of ten providers - are 
reimbursed from the fund 

Ms BreMan then moved on to the additional information that would he requued wlth the annual data collection and the 
change in the deadline for the subnussion of the data More data on salanes and benefits, occupancy and utillzatlon rates, 
tax shucnue, outreach, and profit margin will be requued The request for data wll be distnbuted by October I" mtead of 
December 1" and wll be due January 1" instead of February I" MI. kcker  requested that detail on engmeenng expense 
also be included 

Ms Viera expressed her concern that VRS providers mght be mcluding equipment costs in theu submssion or that they 
mght be requuing a nunimum number of mnutes each month. Ms Brennan responded that the cost of equipment given to 
consumers is not to be included in the provider costs Regarding the requirement to use so many minutes a month, it's the 
consumer's decision on whether or not to take the equipment Several minutes of discussion continued on this point. Mr. 
Ludwick's concern was with keeping track of customer usage - who's called at what number Jorge Bauermeister believes 
the FCC has been clear in establisiung its concern about the use of consumer data. 

Ms. Brennan concluded with a review of the new collection process requued by the FCC, smce the TRS Fund is part of the 
FCC financial statements. Delinquent carriers' debts will be transferred to the FCC when the debt is 90 days old. If the 
debt is not paid, it could be transferred to the US Treasury Tlns change in procedures took place September Is* 

Dixie Ziegler requested that NECA look closely at the differences in costs between tradihonal TRS and IP to see If IP is 
incorrectly influencing the tradihonal TRS rate. 

Mr Johnson asked if there was any reason to track wueline and wueless calls separately. MI kcker  replied that there is 
not a reason to track the calls separately today but maybe in the future, when the FCC acts on a pehhon on weless  calls. 
In response to a question from Ms Sanchez on the toll-free and 900 mnutes allocahon, Ms. Brennan explamed that the 
factor remained at 51% interstate, 49% intrastate because, with the mgratlon of nnnutes from traditlonal TRS to IF', a more 
accurate factor could not be developed. 

Adjourn 

The meetlng was adjourned around noon 

Respectfully submtted, 
Pam Ransom 
Secretary 

By Manpai Bmman, NECA 

Approved by TRS Council at Apnl 20,2004 meeting 
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